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Introductory Comments 

In response to the advisory action dated July 11, 2007 (hereinafter "the advisory 
action"), the Applicant requests review of the final rejections in the above-identified 
application. No amendments are being filed with this request. A Notice of Appeal under 
37 C.F.R. § 41.31(a)(1) is being filed herewith, along with a request for a one-month 
extension of time under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136(a). 

Claims 1-69 remain pending. Claims 1-6, 13-21, 23, 24, 26-37, 39, 41-50, 56-61, 
63, 64, and 66-69 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. 
Patent No. 6,944,150 to McConnell et al. (hereinafter "McConnell"). (Page 2 of the final 
Office action dated February 26, 2007, hereinafter "the final Office action," and the 
advisory action.) Claims 7-12, 22, 25, 38, 40, 51-55, 62, and 65 stand rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over McConnell in view of well-known prior art. 
(Page 10 of the final Office action.) The Applicant respectfully disagrees with the 
rejections and believes such allegations represent clear error in establishing a prima facie 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. §§ 102 and 103. The Applicant thus respectfully requests 
review of the rejections for at least the following reasons. 
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Remarks 

Claims 1 and 48 

Independent system claim 1 provides "a wireline switch configured to 
communicate using a wireline communication; a wireless switch configured to 
communicate using a wireless communication; and an access device configured to 
engage in the wireline communication to communicate with the wireline switch and to 
engage in the wireless communication to communicate with the wireless switch." 
(Emphasis supplied.) Independent method claim 48 provides similar limitations. 

The final Office action alleges that McConnell discloses "an access device (12) 
[of Fig. 1] configured to engage in the wireline communication to communicate with the 
wireline switch and to engage in the wireless communication to communicate with the 
wireless switch (col. 6, lines 31-43)." (Page 2 of the final Office action; emphasis 
supplied.) The final Office action further identifies the Packet Switched Telephone 
Network (PSTN) 22 of Fig. 1 as the wireline switch of claims 1 and 48, and either of the 
mobile switching centers (MSCs) 20, 24 as the wireless switch. (Id.) The Applicant 
respectfully contends at least that the element 12 referred to in the final Office action 
does not teach or suggest the access device of claims 1 and 48. 

McConnell teaches "a mobile station 12, which communicates via an air interface 
14 with a base transceiver station (BTS) 16." (Fig. 1; and column 6, lines 31-33.) 
However, McConnell does not teach or suggest that the mobile station 12 engages in 
wireline communications to communicate with the PSTN 22. Instead, only wireless 
communications occur between the mobile station 12 and the BTS 16. The resulting 
information received at the BTS 16 is then reformatted and transmitted as wireline 
communications to a base station controller (BSC) 18 and an MSC 20 before being 
transferred to the PSTN 22. (See column 6, lines 31-55.) In other words, the mobile 
station 12 itself does not engage in wireline communication with the PSTN 22. 

In response, the advisory action states that "[t]he claims do not require direct 
communication between the mobile/access device and the switches." (Continuation sheet 
of the advisory action.) However, claims 1 and 48 do indicate that the access device 
engages in both the wireline communication and the wireless communication. As shown 
above, the MS 12 of McConnell does not itself engage in any wireline communications, 
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as it is only capable of wireless communication over the air interface 14. Thus, since 
each of independent claims 1 and 48 provide or describe an access device engaging in 
w ireline communication, the Applicant contends that McConnell does not teach or 
suggest such an access device, and such indication is respectfully requested. 

Claims 27, 36, and 67 

Independent claims 27, 36, and 67 stand rejected in the final Office action under 
similar reasoning to claims 1 and 48, as described above. (Please see pages 5, 7, and 9 of 
the final Office action.) The Applicant respectfully disagrees with the rejections, as 
discussed at pages 14-16 of the most recent response dated April 26, 2007, hereinafter 
"the most recent response." Therefore, based on the arguments provided in the most 
recent response, the Applicant respectfully asserts that claims 27, 36, and 67 are 
allowable in view of McConnell, and such indication is respectfully requested. 

Claims 2-26, 28-35, 37-47, 49-66, 68 and 69 

Claims 2-26 depend from independent claim 1, claims 28-35 depend from 
independent claim 27, claims 37-47 depend from independent claim 36, claims 49-66 
depend from independent claim 48, and claims 68 and 69 depend from independent claim 
67, thus incorporating the provisions of their respective independent claims. Thus, the 
Applicant asserts that these claims are allowable for at least the reasons provided above 
in support of claims 1, 27, 36, 48, and 67, and such indication is respectfully requested. 

The Applicant further contends respectfully that claims 2, 3, 49, 50, and 68 are 
allowable aside from their dependency on their associated independent claims, and such 
indication is respectfully requested. (Please see the discussion at the last paragraph of 
page 16 and the first full paragraph of page 17 of the most recent response.) 

Further regarding claims 7-12, 22, 25, 38, 40, 51-55, 62, and 65, which stand 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over McConnell in view of well- 
known prior art, the Applicant notes that McConnell may be cited as a reference only 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e). (Please see the continuation sheet of the advisory action.) 
Further, both the present application and McConnell are assigned to Sprint 
Communications Company L.P. (Please see the front page of McConnell. The 
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assignment of the present application is recorded at Reel 012443, Frame 0584.) Thus, the 
Applicant respectfully asserts that McConnell is disqualified as a reference under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) for the present application due to the restrictions of 35 U.S.C. § 103(c)(1) 
and MPEP § 2146, which indicate that subject matter available as a reference only under 
35 U.S.C. § 102(e) "shall not preclude patentability under this section where the subject 
matter and the claimed invention were, at the time the claimed invention was made, 
owned by the same person or subject to an obligation of assignment to the same person." 
Therefore, such indication of disqualification of McConnell is respectfully requested. 

Conclusion 

Based upon the above remarks, the Applicant respectfully requests reversal of the 
35 U.S.C. §§ 102 and 103 rejections of claims 1-69. 

The Applicant hereby authorizes the Office to charge Deposit Account No. 21- 
0765 the appropriate fee under 37 C.F.R. § 41.20(b)(1) for the Notice of Appeal filed 
herewith, as well as the fee under 37 C.F.R. § 1.17(a)(1) for a one-month extension of 
time. The Applicant believes no additional fees are due with respect to this filing. 
However, should the Office determine additional fees are necessary, the Office is hereby 
authorized to charge Deposit Account No. 21-0765 accordingly. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Date: 08/13/2007 /Kyle J. Way/ 

SIGNATURE OF PRACTITIONER 

Kyle J. Way, Reg. No. 45,549 
Setter Roche LLP 
Telephone: (720) 562-2280 
E-mail: kyle@setterroche.com 

Correspondence address: CUSTOMER NO. 028004 

Attn: Melissa A. Jobe 

Sprint Law Department 

6450 Sprint Parkway 

Mailstop: KSOPHN0312-3A461 

Overland Park, KS 66251 
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